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Preparing for Collective Bargaining 
at the University of California 


by Joel Westman 


ollective bargaining elections are ex- 
pected to take place throughout the 
UC system in the Spring quarter of 
‘83 for Non-Senate academic and profes- 
sional employees. Such elections, as well 
as the ground rules for management/ 
employee relations at UC, are established 
by the Public Employment Relations Board 
(PERB) under the Higher Education Em- 
ployer Employee Relations Act (HEERA), 
which went into effect in July of 1979. 
To date, collective bargaining elections 
for Senate academic employees have taken 
place at UC Berkeley, UCLA, and UC 
Santa Cruz At UCLA and UCB the Aca- 
demic Senate units chose “No Representa- 
tion” over collective bargaining by a narrow 
margin (overall 51% to 49%) while the 


together with the counter-declarations to 
be submitted by UC-AFT and other em- 
ployee organizations. An initial list of 
“supervisory/managerial” academics from 
the UC administration showed unusual 
concentrations in some areas. Basically, 
the “supervisory/managerial” designation 
means that an individual has the responsi- 
bility for hiring and firing employees, or at 
least substantial authority to recommend 
such hiring and firing. In the Senate bar- 
gaining units even the Chairs of depart- 
ments are not automatically designated as 
managerial or supervisory in HEERA. Fur- 
thermore, HEERA specifies that employees 
whose duties are substantially similiar to 
those of their subordinates shall not be 
considered supervisory. 


Signing the petition ... does not directly empower UC-AFT to 
act as your exclusive representative. For example, you could... 
sign a similar authorization for another employee organization. 


Faculty Association won collective bar- 
gaining representation rights at UCSC. 

The Senate bargaining units were essen- 
tially determined by the HEERA, but the 
units for Non-Senate academics were not 
so clearly specified. Hearings to determine 
the Non-Senate units started in March of 
1980 and a final decision is expected from 
PERB in the Fall of '82. A statewide unit of 
Librarians is virtually assured, as well as a 
statewide unit including Lecturers (Visiting, 
Adjunct, Supervisors of Teacher Educa- 
tion, etc.). 

One important issue that will arise before 
the elections is the exclusionary issue. 
Those employees who are designated as 
either “casual,” “supervisory” or “mana- 
gerial” would be excluded from the elec- 
tions and hence from the benefits of col- 
lective bargaining. Such designations are 
determined on the basis of evidence sub- 
mitted to PERB by the UC administration 


Another issue of importance to be de- 
cided before collective bargaining elec- 
tions can take place is that of “showing of 
interest” Organizations such as UC-AFT 
will need to obtain authorization signa- 
tures from a sufficient number of em- 
ployees in a bargaining unit (at least 10%) 
to participate in the election. 

Since collective bargaining is a new idea 
for many U.C. academics, the wording of 
the petition authorization deserves some 
explanation. To go through the trouble of 
holding an election or putting an organiza- 
tion on the ballot, PERB requires a show- 
ing of interest on the part of some of the 
employees in the unit The wording “.. . | 
hereby designate as my repre: 
sentative . indicates that UC- 
AFT is acceptable to you to represent your 
interests as a UC employee in collective 
bargaining under HEERA. It does not 


Continued on page 2 


UC-AFT Challenges 
University’s “Four-year 
Rule” at PERB Hearing 
by Roz Spafford 


policy which “had not yet been im- 

plemented” but which had spoken 
through hundreds of appointment letters, 
a policy which was “not yet in place” 
though it had already affected hundreds of 
Lecturers’ lives, was challenged by UC- 
AFT ata Public Employee Relations Board 
(PERB) hearing last May and June. 

The policy, now officially implemented 
on UC campuses, sets up two tracks for 
Lecturers. One, called “Lecturer,” is anal- 
ogous to a “tenure-track” for Academic 
Senate faculty; it carries a maximum teach- 
ing term of eight years and the possibility 
of attaining Security of Employment at the 
end of this period. The other track, called 
“Adjunct” or “Visiting” Lecturer, bears no 
possibility of S.O.E. and is limited to four 
years of full-time teaching. 

Under the Higher Education Employer- 
Employee Relations Act (HEERA), the 
university is required to notify employee 
organizations regarding changes in work- 
ing conditions. The UC-AFT suit, filed with 
PERB by the union's attorney Robert 
Bezemek, charges that the university's 
implementation of new regulations, which 
adversely affect a great many employees, 
was Carried out in violation of HEERA in 
that UC-AFT was not notified before the 
regulations were applied; and that, fur 
thermore, the university failed to meet and 
discuss in good faith. 

UC-AFT is making the case that the 
entire policy should be declared invalid. At 
minimum, Bezemek says, PERB should 
“protect those who were employees at the 
time the new policy was proposed,” revers- 
ing it for those who were already on staff. 


Continued on page 5 


Unions Prepare 
for Bargaining 
Continued from page 1 


directly empower UC-AFT to act as your 
exclusive representative. For example, you 
could legitimately sign a similar authoriza- 
tion for another employee organization. 

In order for an employee organization to 
be empowered as an exclusive representa- 
tive under collective bargaining, the follow- 
ing is required: 

(a) PERB must hold an election, with the 
possibility of “No Representation” on the 
ballot 

b) The winning choice must receive 
over 50% of the vote. If no choice wins, 
then there is a runoff of the top two 
choices. 

It should be emphasized that, under the 
statutes of HEERA, signing the election 
authorization petition will not obligate you 
to join UC-AFT, will not obligate you to pay 
any fee to UC-AFT, and will not obligate 
you to vote for UC-AFT in any election. 
What it does do, if enough petitions are 
forthcoming, is-authorize UC-AFT to ap- 
pear on the election ballot We therefore 
urge all University of California 
Non-Senate academics to sign the 
authorization petition on page 4 
and return it to UC-AFT, 122 Cy- 
press, Santa Ana, CA. 92701. 

The collective bargaining process al- 
lows for the possibility that UC employees 
have interests which conflict with those of 
the university administration. It is better to 
deal openly and directly with such adver- 
sary situations through negotiation than to 
let the problems fester. At present, UC- 
AFT has the right to represent the interests 
of its members, but there is no exclusive 
representative for Non-Senate academics. 
Thus the administration can listen to the 
various sides in a disagreement and then 
proceed to do exactly what it pleases. 
Collective bargaining can provide Non- 
Senate academics with the opportunity to 
effectively promote their interests in matters 
affecting their conditions of employment. 


Joel Westman, Associate Professor of Mathe- 
matics at UC Irvine, is president of UC-AFT. 
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Of New Rules and Red Tape: A UC Lecturer’s 
Kafkaesque Encounter with Administrative 


Irrationality 
by Don Rothman 


a Lecturer in Writing at UC Santa Cruz, 
first hired in 1973, | was told that 
Security of Employment was a possibility 
and that | had eight years in which to 
demonstrate my value to the university. | 
knew that my job status was changing, 
however, when my reappointment letters 
began to sound like warnings, threats, and 
insults rather than cause for celebration. 
With each reappointment, | was forced to 
acknowledge that Lecturers with S.O.E. 
were becoming extinct with no one work- 
ing to put them on an endangered species 
list What had originally been an eight year 
limit was redefined at Santa Cruz as a six 
year limit, to protect, as the Vice Chancellor 
put it, temporary employees. 

Seeing the writing on the wall, in my fifth 
year | agreed to a change in title from 
100% Lecturer to 50% Coordinator Admini- 
strator and 50% Lecturer. Now | was not 
only off the track but off the clock, and no 
one said a word about whether S.O.E. was 
still possible. In surveying the campus, | 
concluded that S.O.E. had been awarded 
to the few faculty who had been denied 
tenure at one time but had sufficient sup- 
port so as not to be fired. With the excep- 
tion of a science writing lecturer whose 
offer of a teaching position at M.I.T. won 
him security, there were no writing faculty 
on campus with S.O.E. | had nothing to 
lose by trying, or so | thought 

At the end of my sixth year | requested 
that a review be started for S.O.E. My 
college agreed and set up an ad hoc 
committee. When the campus personnel 
office heard about it they ordered that it be 
stopped, arguing that no FTE had ever 
been allocated for the same position. A 
review for S.O.E. was impossible, they 
said, since the position didn't exist 

The college persevered, writing to hun- 
dreds of ex-students for recommenda: 
tions, sending my scholarly work out and 
assessing my service, teaching, and pro- 
fessional competence. When the Dean of 
Humanities attempted to contribute to the 
personnel review, she was told by the Vice 
Chancellor that since no FTE existed for 
the position, the review was illegitimate. 
Someone, at the time, actually commented 
that since | was no longer on the clock (as 
a 50% Lecturer/50% Coordinator Admini- 
strator) he couldn't understand what | was 
trying to do. 

The Humanities Division, approximately 
a year after the college review began, 
voted to earmark the first available FTE for 
a Writing position. Sometime during the 
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second year after my review began, a 
position became available and the Writing 
Committee, which serves to set policy and 
review writing faculty, recommended that | 
be promoted to Lecturer with S.O.E. After 
a long delay, the Chancellor decided that 
since |, like all other Lecturers, had been 
made an Adjunct while my review was in 
progress, and since Adjuncts could not be 
promoted, | was disqualified for promotion, 

Despite protests from my dean, the 
Writing Committee, my college, and as- 
sorted faculty on campus, the Chancellor 
insisted that university attorneys had the 
final say in these cases. | was invited to 
apply for a new position — Lecturer with 
S.O.E. in Writing — which would be adver- 
tised throughout the state. In my ninth year 
of employment, two-and-a-half years after 
my review first began, | was interviewed for 
my own job. Everyone was apologetic, 
including the campus administration, for 
putting me through this humiliation. They 
justified it, however, by claiming that they 
feared lawsuits if they made an exception 
to policy. 

To sum up: After nine years of employ- 
ment as a full-time writing Lecturer (with 
some changes in my title along the way) | 
applied for a new position (my job) and 
was interviewed along with other candidates. 

At the end of my ninth year at UCSC, 
after almost three years had passed since 
my review began, | was appointed, not 
promoted, to Lecturer with S.O.E The 
cost to the university has been substantial, 
I'm sure. The cost to me and my family of 
this three-year ordeal — being told at every 
stage that everything was just fine. not to 
worry, things¢take time etc. — was also 
considerable. 

While some have likened my passage to 
the camel's through the eye of a needle, ! 
have found Kafka’s characters more ac 
curate emblems of this twisted journey. At 
one point it occurred to me that! was ina 
court room being tried for a crime that my 
accusers would not specify. The judge told 
me that | had to pass judgment on myself, 
and that if the judgment | made did not 
conform to his own, | would automatically 
be found guilty. ; 

The issues of due process, of changing 
job titles in the middle of reviews, and of 
decency in personnel actions must 
addressed publicly. We cannot allow the 
UC system to create such vicious and 
exploitative circumstances over and over 
again. 

Don Rothman was recently awarded a Lecture: 
ship with Security of Employment in Writing at 
UC Santa Cruz 
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The First Step 


Collective bargaining — this term has been mentioned 
frequently in these pages, and it will come up even more often in 
coming weeks as Non-Senate academics become involved in 
the campaign which will pave the way for the bargaining 
process. Before discussing the petition campaign, it would be 
worthwhile to dispel some common misconceptions about 
collective bargaining itself. 

The most common such misconception is that collective 
bargaining creates an adversary relationship between Non- 
Senate academics and the administration. Actually collective 
bargaining is nothing more than a set of rules and procedures 
mutually agreed to by both parties. What tends to create an 
adversary relationship between Non-Senate academics and the 
administration are specific issues, and differences of opinion as 
to how to resolve those issues. 

Collective bargaining is a process which allows for employee 
representatives to confer with administration representatives as 
equals and to present proposals on issues of concern with the 
intention: of reaching agreement 

Historically, collective bargaining was developed to discuss 
and negotiate differences and thereby resolve the frustrations 
that tend to create an adversary relationship. To this end, most 
experts in the field of labor relations agree that it has succeeded. 
Of the more than one million contracts negotiated yearly in this 
country, fewer than one percent ever require militant action to 
force the piocess. Statistics also bear out that when this process 
is utilized, the parties have a better working relationship and 
working conditions than employees who do not use it 


HEERA, the Higher Education Employer-Employee Rela- 
tions Act, establishes procedures allowing employees to petition 
for “exclusive representation,” and empowers the Public Em- 
ployment Relations Board to conduct elections to determine 
whether a majority wishes to be represented and, if so, by 
whom. By now it should be clear to most Lecturers and other 
N.AS. faculty at the University of California that collective 
bargaining is sorely needed. Only with formal representation 
and a regular contract can we hope to resolve some of the 
difficulties, contradictions and frustrations which beset our lives 
as teachers and employees. But collective bargaining lies some 
distance down the road. Before we can get there, we must take 
the necessary first step — signing and circulating the elec- 
tion certification petition — and that step must be taken 
soon, because the Public Employment Relations Board is 
shortly expected to declare the result of its protracted unit 
determination hearings, at which time the election process 
will be triggered. 

Because the petitioning process is a bit confusing to those 
who are not already familiar with it, we have prepared a list of 
“questions and answers” in hopes of clarifying the matter. We 
urge you to read the list, printed on the other side of this page, 
and sign and send in the petition. But don’t stop there! Talk to 
other Lecturers in your department or program, and encourage 
them to do the same. Ideally, the petitions should serve not only 
as a formal document, but as an important tool for organizing 
— for joining with others to take some command over the 
processes and mechanisms which affect our lives. 


We welcome all feedback from readers. Any information, ongoing research, or personal anecdotes related to the status of 
U.C. Non-Academic Senate faculty is of value to the bulletin. We urge you to keep letters to 250 words and manuscripts to 
1500 words, if possible. All correspondence should be addressed to Off the Track, | 17 Peyton Street, Santa Cruz, CA. 95060. 
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PERB Hearing 


Continued from page 1 


On some campuses, the university has 
“grandfathered” Lecturers who were hired 
before July 1, 1980, allowing them to 
teach longer than the term imposed by the 
new four-year limit. However, this “grand- 
fathering” is not being applied consistently 
on all campuses. Some Lecturers have 
been told that the “grandfathering” effect 
makes it possible for them to teach for the 
eight years provided for in the Academic 
Personnel Manual, while others have been 
informed that six years would be their limit 
In any case, true “grandfathering” would 
allow the possibility of Security of Employ- 
ment for Lecturers hired under the original 
policies. In practice, however the “grand- 
fathered” Lecturers have not been granted 
access to S.O.E. 
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One Lecturer at Santa Cruz who eventu- 
ally did receive Security of Employment 
found his case considerably delayed by 
the new policies, at a time when the univer- 
sity claimed they were notin effect (see “Of 
New Rules and Red Tape, page 2). 

In another case, Merle Woo, a Lecturer 
in Asian-American Studies at UC Berkeley, 
who was hired as a Lecturer with the 
declared possibility of Security of Employ- 
ment, was reappointed as a Visiting Lec- 
turer under the new policies and then 
terminated at the end of four years. (Woo's 
case is riddled with political implications, 
in that she has publicly criticized her de- 
partment's policies, and identified herself 
outspokenly as a lesbian and a socialist) 
Though the university claims that new 
policies simply distinguish Lecturers who 
have been on S.O.E. tracks all along from 
those who have not been, the de facto 


Though the university claims the new policies simply distinguish 
Lecturers who have been on S.0O.E. tracks all along from those 
who have not been, the de facto effect of these policies has been 
to remove access to Security from nearly all Lecturers. 


Challenged by UC-AFT, the university 
presented a confusing and contradictory 
case, as articulated both by adverse wit- 
nesses called by the union and by witnesses 
summoned by the university's lawyer, 
Milton Gordon. Lecturers from the Santa 
Cruz campus were startled to hear that the 
new policy had not been implemented, the 
position taken by UCSC personnel director 
Robert Bickal. Nearly a year before, Non- 
Senate faculty on the campus had received 
appointment letters in which their titles 
had been changed from Lecturer to Ad- 
junct Lecturer. Additionally, in all discus- 
sions of “grandfathering” on the Santa 
Cruz campus, the personnel office had 
used the July 1, 1980 date as the cut-off 
point — two years before Bickal’s testi- 
mony that the policy was not yet in place. 

While the university argued that the new 
ruling had not yet been formally imple- 
mented, it claimed simultaneously that 
UC-AFT's challenge had come too late, 
because union representatives should have 
requested changes in the policy sooner — 
even though no formal notification had 
taken place. 

Bickal also claimed the Lecturers who 
had been “grandfathered” on the Santa 
Cruz campus had experienced no changes 
in the conditions of their work. But for 
Lecturers who accepted university teach- 
Ing positions under the impression that 
Security of Employment was a real pos- 
sibility and the probable outcome of excel- 
lent work, conditions have of course 
changed dramatically. 


effect of these policies has been to remove 
access to Security from nearly all Lecturers. 

Other contradictions appeared within 
the university's testimony. University ad- 
ministrators, for example, seemed unable 
to agree on whether the four-year limit 
encompassed twelve or sixteen quarters of 
full-time teaching! 

What this confusion indicates, says at- 
torney Bezemek, is “the complete chaos 
that imbues the administrative decision- 
making process at UC, and the total dis- 
regard for employees and employee orga- 
nizations.” 

Will the PERB suit resolve some of the 
chaos? Time will tell — and time, in this 
case, is an understatement. PERB hearing 
officer Barry Winograd heard testimony 
May 25 and 26, and received briefs Sep- 
tember 14. The university has 30 days to 
respond to Bezemek's brief, after which 
UC-AFT is given 20 days to write a reply. 
Though a decision must then be delivered 
in 90 days, the university will almost cer- 
tainly appeal if it loses — a process which 
could take up to a year.’ 

At this rate, the verdict on which the lives 
and careers of so many Lecturers rest 
might arrive early in 1984. The first of the 
Lecturers hired under the new policies 
(just after the cut-off date of July 1, 1980) 
will reach the end of their teaching terms 
under the “four-year rule" in June of 1984. 


Roz Spafford is a half-time Visiting Lecturer, 
half-time Program Coordinator in writing at UC 
Santa Cruz. 
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Four-year Rule Violates 


Lecturers’ Rights: 
The Merle Woo Case 


Sometime in 1979 or 1980, the Univer- 
sity of California reduced the maximum 
teaching period for Lecturers from eight to 
four years. The rule was applied to all new 
and continuing Lecturers, including those 
originally hired under the ‘eight-year rule.” 
The new rule has the effect of abolishing 
opportunity for Lecturers to obtain Security 
of Employment 

No notice was given to UC-AFT of these 
changes. Accordingly, UC-AFT filed unfair 
labor practice charges against the Univer- 
sity of California. The case had been tried 
(PERB hearings took place in June '82) 
and a decision from PERB is expected 
(see “UC-AFT Challenges University's 
Four-year Rule,” page 1 ). 

Merle Woo, an Ethnic Studies Lecturer 
at Berkeley, was hired under the “eight: 
year rule” with assurances that she would 
be on a Security of Employment “track.” 
She was not properly notified of the Uni- 
versity of California rule changes; she was 
re-classified, and her employment was 
terminated in June 1982. 

In Woo's case, the University of California 
is using its “four-year rule” to avoid a fair 
consideration of her qualifications. The 
automatic termination (or reduction to 
50% time) of Lecturers after four years 
allows the university to indulge in any sort 
of prejudicial action against individuals 
without opportunity for appeal. 

Under pressure, the Chancellor of U.C. 
Berkeley has agreed to grant Merle Woo a 
hearing. However, such hearings entail 
thousands of dollars’ expense, and are not 
binding on the Chancellor. UC-AFT be 
lieves that it is important to pursue this 
case to place further pressure on the 
University of California to return to the 
“eight-year rule,” as well as to rectify the 
serious injustices done to Merle Woo. The 
relevant issues should be explored in the 
hearing and made public. UC-AFT has 
agreed to finance part of the hearing, but 
the rest will have to come from contribu- 
tions from concerned organizations and 
individuals. 


OFF THE TRACK is publi :hed three times a 
year, under the auspices of University Coun- 
cil, AFT. (AFL-CIO) 

Mailing Address: 22 Cypress Street, Santa 
Ana, CA. 92701 


Phone: (408) 427-3880 

General Editors: Suzanne Cowan and Roz 
Spafford 

University Council Office: 122 Cypress. 
Santa Ana, CA. 92701; phone (714) 542-0101 
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Questions & Answers on Petitioning 


Q. Why do we have to sign petitions? 

A. If you want to exercise your rights under the law (HEERA) 
you must do so by petitioning the PERB. If no petition is 
submitted there will be no collective bargaining election and 
no collective bargaining contracts. 


Q. Can non-members as well as members sign the petition? 
A. Yes. 


Q. Can only UC-AFT staff, representatives and members 
distribute petitions and sign up people? 

A. No. Non-Senate academics can participate in this drive. Do 
not involve administrators, confidential employees or super- 
visors in any way. 


Q. Can a person sign more than one organizational petition 
card, i.e., sign both for UC-AFT and another organization? 


A Yes, it is allowed by PERB. 


Q. If an employee signs a petition card and later has a 
change of mind, can the signature be removed? 

A. Yes, up to the time of the official filing of the petitions by the 
UC-AFT with PERB. 


Q. Does signing a petition in any way mean that the person 
is now or in the future will become a UC-AFT member 
with obligations to pay dues? 

A. No. This one is important Many people will think that signing 
a petition is going to cost them money, if not now at some 
date in the future. Stress that this is in no way a membership 
card and has no cost or fee. 

Q. Does signing a petition card mean that once an employee 
organization wins the election and/or negotiates a con- 
tract everyone has to join and pay dues? 

A. At no time under the present law (HEERA) does any person 
have to join any employee organization or pay any dues. 


Q. Can they make you pay dues or some charge or assess- 
ment even if you do not join? (agency shop) 


A. Again the answer is NO. This is not possible under HEERA. 


Diarie (PHN) ..ooc2>-careovzcnccsnancosccscsnvenveasebechssscstenouseesens sunseesesaesondsacssesssesewecasese 


Nainie (Signature) on, cxccccceesececcpcanedcesennaqsccstosrenssenewasccrcustexssecegeenvensesas 


UNIT DETERMINATION INFORMATION 


Academic Non-Senate .......... 
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ELECTION PETITION 


| hereby designate the University Council-American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO as my 
representative for the purpose of meeting and conferring as provided for in the Higher Education 
Employer-Employee Relations Act, Government Code Chapter 12. 


Library 


Q. If you sign a UC-AFT petition does that mean that you 
have to vote for the UC-AFT in the secret ballot election? 

A. No. In the election conducted by PERB you are free to vote 
your choice just as any registered Democrat or Republican 
can cross the party line and vote his/her choice. 


Q. Then why bother to sign a petition requesting or author- 
izing that I “designate UC-AFT as my representative” if I 
do not have to vote for them in any election? 


A. Because the law requires that the petition authorizations be 
written that way. 


Q. It doesn’t make any sense to me. 


A. The confusion or contradiction is understandable; however 
the law requires this method and without petitions there will 
be no secret ballot election or collective bargaining in the UC 
system. PERB views petition filing as a “show of interest” 
necessary before they will conduct an election. 


Q. If I sign a petition will the administration have a way of 
finding out if I signed, or will it remain confidential from 
them? 

A. Your signed petition will remain confidential. It will be 
checked only by PERB or an agreed-upon disinterested third 
party. 

Q. If I sign a petition does this mean that I have to go on 
strike? 

A. Signing a petition has nothing to do with strikes. If and when 
that might occur in the UC system you would make that 
decision for yourself. Strikes in higher education rarely 
occur. Collective bargaining is a process used to avert 
strikes, not to enhance them. 


Q. If a person you have encountered does not know for sure 
what unit s/he is in and you are not completely sure 
yourself as a petitioner, what do you do? 

A. Within reason, when in doubt sign them up. There is no 
penalty. When PERB checks the list against a list supplied to 
them by the President's Office some names could be 
dropped from our petition list 


ne Professional Staff... 
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UC Davis Denies Unions 
Access to Campus Mail 


by Susan Erickson 


Despite two recent court rulings, the 
university continues to deny internal mail 
access to unions on its campuses. The 
issue of whether unions may use the 
campus mail has been a subject of some: 
times bitter dispute for nearly a year now at 
the Davis campus. On October 23, 1981, 
Daniel Rancour-Laferriere, then President 
of AFT local 2023, received a letter from a 
UCD administrative official stating that an 
AFT election ballot had been “intercepted 
from the University mail." The letter re- 
minded Professor Rancour-Laferriere that 
“Employee organizations and their repre- 
sentatives may not send materials through 
the University mail service.” In response to 
this letter, Professor Rancour-Laferriere, 
together with Professor Ben McCoy, met 
with Larry Hoover, UCD Employee Rela- 
tions Manager, on November 2, 1981. 
Hoover reiterated the university's policy of 
forbidding the use of internal mail by 
unions. In a letter of November 20 to 
Professor Rancour-Laferriere he further 
stated that “all mail coming into or gen- 
erated within the University is subject to 
being opened by an appropriate agent” 
(emphasis added). An “appropriate agent,” 
he stated, “would be the principal staff 
assistant of a department or a manage- 
ment service officer.” Hoover added that 
the AFT ballot confiscated by the university 
was being held in his office's files (it has 
never been returned). 

On November 25, 1981, the Public 
Employment Relations Board (PERB) 
handed down a decision concerning the 
use of university mail by the American 
Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees (AFSCME) at the Berkeley 
campus. This decision, which applies to all 
unions at all UC campuses, states that “the 
University and its representatives shall... 
CEASE AND DESIST FROM: (a) Denying 
employee organizations access to its 
internal mail system for the purposes of 
communicating with employees: (b) Inter- 
fering with employees’ rights to participate 
in employee organization affairs by receiving 
communications from such organizations.” 
The basis for this ruling is section 3568 of 
the Higher Education Employer-Employee 
Relations Act (HEERA), which states: 
“Subject to reasonable regulations, em- 
ployee organizations shall have the right of 
access at reasonable times to areas in 
which employees work, the right to use 
institutional bulletin boards, mailboxes and 
other means of communication...” 


Continued on page 7 


6 


Santa Cruz Unions Graphically Protest 
University’s Violation of HEERA 


On May 8, 1982, members of U.C. Santa 
Cruz AFT Local 2199 and AFSCME Local 
1728 attempted to send their respective 
newsletters through campus mail. They 
brought the bulletins to the mail room, 
where the director informed them that he 
was not authorized to accept materials 
from “off-campus organizations.” 

The members then requested that he 
contact the UCSC Labor Relations Office 
to inquire further into this matter. After a 
brief phone call, he returned with word that 
the Administration spokesperson had de- 
nied the unions access to campus mail on 
grounds that the PERB ruling (see pre- 
ceding article) was being appealed through 


the courts, and therefore was not binding 
on the university. 

The AFT and AFSCME locals immedi- 
ately sent letters protesting the university's 
violation of the law to John Henning, 
Executive Secretary-Treasurer of the Cali- 
fornia Labor Federation, AFL-CIO and 
member of the U.C. Board of Regents, as 
well as to the officers of their respective 
unions. In addition, they posted in promi- 
nent locations, and published in the UCSC 
campus paper, a leaflet depicting the uni- 
versity as a criminal, photographed in the 
typical “mug shot” pose, under the large 
headline: “U.C. BREAKS THE LAW.” 


U.C. BREAKS THE LAW! 


The Higher Education Employer-Employee 
Relations Act grants employees of California 
colleges and universities the right to bargain 
collectively and draw up formal contracts to 
Protect their rights and interests. One section of 
the law allows employee organizations access to 
channels of communication with other employees. 


Recently, the Public Employee Relations Board 
(PERB), which administers the act, ruled that 


isn’t it time your legislators heard about this? 
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U.C. must allow employee organizations use of its 
internal mail system. The University of California 
refuses to comply with this ruling, alchough a court 
hes already flatly rejected the University’s appeal to 
overturn it. 


U.C. appears determined to go on breaking the 
law — even if it means spending hundreds of thou- 
sands of taxpayers’ dollars in useless legal proceed- 
ings. 


Mail Access 


Continued from page 6 


Despite the November PERB ruling, the 
department of Employee Relations and 
Development at Davis persisted in its re- 
fusal to allow registered employee organi- 
zations access to the internal mail. Both 
AFT and AFSCME periodically recieved 
reprimands for alleged violations of uni- 
versity access policy. The AFT local was 
denied its request to announce a meeting 
in the compus record, and on one occa- 
sion Susan Erickson, a lecturer and now 
President of the local, was told by an 
employee in the Office of Public Affairs 
that “if this notice is from one of the 
teachers’ unions, we won't print it” 

Things came to a head on June 17 
when Larry Hoover issued a memoran- 
dum to all registered employee organiza- 
tions proposing to amend the Staff Person- 
nel Manual, UCD Appendix 7, Employee 
Organization, “to include procedures for 


processing violation complaints and im- 
posing sanctions where necessary.” The 
proposed sanctions included the following: 
1) loss of posting privileges on general 
purpose bulletin boards for a specified 
period of time; 2) loss of room reservation 
privileges for a specified period of time; 3) 
restricted access to specified areas for a 
specified period of time; 4) loss of payroll 
deduction privileges for a specified period 
of time; 5) fines making whole of any 
monetary loss incurred by the university or 
its employees. 

Any doubt about the illegality of these 
proposed sanctions must surely have been 
laid to rest when PERB issued yet another 
ruling on July 16, 1982 — this one a 
summary judgment against the University 
of California in the mailing rights case. 
Briefly, PERB found that the university had 
violated subsections 3571 (a) and (b) of 
HEERA by denying AFT locals on all 
campuses access to the university's in- 
ternal mail system. The university was 
ordered to “cease and desist from denying 
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such access for the purpose of communi- 
cation with employees at the University of 
California,’ and was further ordered to 
post a notice outlining the terms of the 
ruling. 

The UC Davis administration maintains 
that since the case is under appeal, it need 
not comply with any of the PERB direc- 
tives. According to Employee Relations 
Coordinator Judith Tuz, “You can't be a 
separate independent agency and still 
have the privileges of being a university 
organization. The unions can't have their 
cake and eat it too.” Whether the admini- 
stration's harrassment of the AFT at Davis 
will continue, despite the PERB ruling, 
remains to be seen. 


Susan Erickson is a Visiting Lecturer in Music at 
UC Davis, and president of Davis UC-AFT loca! 
2023. 


American Federation of Teachers 
The Union for Faculty, Academic and 


Professional Employees 


MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION 


| wish to join the University Council-AFT, and authorize it to represent me in my employment relationship with the 
University of California in order to promote my economic and general welfare. 


Name (Please print) 
Dept. 

Mailing Address 
Campus Phone 
Signature 


/Campus 


Title 


City 


Home Phone 
Date 


Zip 


You can either have your dues deducted automatically from your paycheck on a monthly basis or we will send a bill to 
your home address each quarter and you mail in your dues. Check which you prefer. 


0 A monthly payroll deduction (we will send you the UC payroll form to sign) 
O A quarterly bill (provide your home address) 


UC—AFT dues are % of 1 percent of monthly gross salary, 


P.S. Union dues are tax deductible. 
Please return this form to: 
UNIVERSITY COUNCIL-AFT 
122 Cypress 
Santa Ana, CA 92701 
(714) 542-0101 
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UNIVERSITY COUNCIL—AFT UCLA, AFT Local 1990 UC Riverside, AFT Local 1966 


STATEWIDE OFFICE Jack Blackburn Edna Bonacich, Sociology 
122 Cypress St. Institute of Industrial Relations UC Santa Cruz, AFT Local 2199 
| = ear UC Irvine, AFT Local 2226 Frank Ramirez, 
Richard Juberg, Mathematics Stevenson College 
UC Berkeley Librarians, UC San Diego, AFT Local 2034 UC Davis, AFT Local 2023 
| AFT Local 1795 Tom Dublin, History Susan Erickson, Music 
Phillip Hoehn, UCB Library UC Santa Barbara, AFT 
| UC Berkeley, AFT Local 1474 Local 2141 
Joe Neilands, Biochemistry Bernard Kirtman, Chemistry 
OFF THE TRACK 
122 Cypress St 
Santa Ana, CA. 92701 Non-Profit Org 
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